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Remarks 

Claims 1-21 are pending m the appiication. Claims 1-21 are rejected. All 
rejections are respectfully traversed. 

Claims 1-9, 11-14 and 17-21 are rejected under 35 U.xS.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable overPirira, U.S. Patent No. 7,136,842 (Pirim), in view of 
Staiiffer and Grimson, '"Learning Patterns of Activity Using Real Time 
Tracking" (Stauffer), and further in view of Lee, Romano and Stein, 
"Monitoring Actix-ities from Multiple Video Streams: Establishing a 
Common Coordinate Frame" (Lee). 

MPEP 2 143.01 ni states, "The mere fact that references be combined or 

modified does not render the resultant combination obvious unless the prior 
art also suggests the desirability of tiie combination." In re. Mills, 916 F.2d 
680, 16 USPQ2d 1430 (Fed. Cir. 1990). Furthermore, MPEP 2143.01 V 
states, "If proposed modification would render the prior art invention being 
modified unsatisfactoiy for its intended puq^ose, then there is no suggestion 
or motivation to make the proposed modification." In re Gordon, 733 F.2d 
900, 221 USPQ 1125 (Fed. Cir. 1 984). Applicant cannot find any suggestion, 
either exphcit or implicit, that combining the teachings ol- Pirim, Stauffer 
and Lee would be desirable. In fact, each of the prior art methods cited by 
the E.Kaminer operate in distinctly different and incompatible ways. 

Hrim describes his invention as a method for "adjusting a signal" (Abstract) 
and "for adapting the detection sensitivity of a paraneter carried by a signal" 
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(column .1, lines 20-21.). At cohimti 1, lines 30-39, Puim states that his 
method ultimately geoerates "output values'' that form "a feedback R 
available on a bus." The Exaniiiier attempts to raodily the method of Pirim 
by including the co-occurrence matrices of Stauffer (used for classifying 
prototypes, i.e., object models) arid the time otTsets as disclosed by Lee 
(used for caJibration of multiple cameras), but in doing so, disregards the 
stated purpose of Pirim, namely, adjusting parameters of signals. Stauffer 
and Lee operate oo higher level models of objects while Pirim is clearly only 
concerned wth data signals and adaptation of parameters in a computer 
vision system (see column 1, lines 18-19). The modification proposed by the 
Examiner retiders Pirio\ unsatisfactory for its intended purpose, and 
therefore, there is no suggestion or motivation to make the proposed 
modification to Pirim. 

In addition, MPEP 2143.01 VI states, "If the propo.sed modification or 
combination of the prior art would change the principle of operation of the 
prior art invention being modified, then the teachings of the references are 
not sufficient to render the c\'dm\s> prima facie obvious." In re RattJ, 270 F.2d 
810, 123 USPQ 349 (CCPA 1959). It is clear from the above discussion that 
the Examiner's proposed combination of Pirim, Stauffer and Lee would 
significantly change the principle of operation of Pirim. Pirim does not teach 
classification of prototypes as described in Stauffer and, therefore, would not 
be able to tise the co-occunence matrices of Staiit-fer. In addition, the time 
offset s of Lee are used to calibrate a system of cameras and would not 
function in a tnethod according to Pirim as modified by Stauffer in the way 
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the Examiner proposes. The method of Pirim. aligns data signals according to 
time, and has nothing to do with the aligtiment of cameras tmcking objects. 

Finally, and most importantly, the combination of Pirim, Stawffer and Lee 
foi ls to t each each and every limitation of the claimed invention, as 
presented in independent ciaims 1 aiid 19. 

The values DP/.; and AI;/; as disclosed by Pirim represents a adaptable 
parairieters and are not labels ''according to a particular sensor that detected 
[an] event and time of the event," as claimed. Nowhere are these values 
labeled according to a particular sensor, nor are they labeled with a time of 
detection. 

\^ 1 jrnn fniK to loach the Inhchng as clamicd Pmni cannot teach sumnnng 
She cscnts fo! each sonsoi nitoa co! responding Instogiam time intenal bin 
associated with the sensor, as claimed. Again, Pirim does not label according 
to \\hich scnsoi dctoctcvl m oxcni and therefore cannot sum events into bins 
dhsociatcd \Mth a paiticulai sensoi. 

Lastly, the 1 xaniinei attempts to use Stnnffei and 1 ec to modifs the method 
of Pnim by including the co-occuncncc matnces of StaulTci and the tune 
offsets of Lee. However, the co-occurrence matrices of Statiffer clearly do 
not tcdch co-occnn-encc matrices from the histograms according 

to . where i and / represent each po>>sible pair uf sensors , 

as claimed The indices / and / in Stauffcr tcpresent ptotol>pes, not sensois, 
see page 753, section 7.2: "The multisets of prototypes are used to estimate a 
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co-occurrence matrix, C where Cy is the estimated probability that a 
sequence from the traioing seqitences will contain an inptit represented by 
the ah prototype and a separate input represented by the ;tb prototype." 
Prototypes are object representations used by Stauffer in his method for 
classifying, and are clearly not sensors. 

As the combination of Pirim, Stauffer and Lee fail to any of the claimed 

elements of the invention and all dependent claims depend on independent 
claims .1 and 19, Applicant respectfully requests that tiie Examiner withdraw 
bis rejection under 35 U.S. C. 103(a). 

Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U .S.C. .103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Pirim, in view of Stauffer and I..ee, and further in view of Caspi and Jratu, 
"Alignment of Non-Overlapping Sequences" (Caspi). 

Caspi fails to cure the defects of the combination of Pirim, Stauffer and Lee. 

Nowhere does Caspi teach labeling events according to a sensor that detects 
an event; and the time of the detection, summing the events into bins of a 
histogram associated with each sensor, or generating co-occurrence matrices 

V//, // 

according to '"^'^ , where / and,/ represent each possible pair of 

sensors. 

Applicant respectfiiUy requests that the Exam iner withdraw his rejection 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) of claim 10. 
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Claims 15 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Pirim, in view of Stanffer and Lee, and further in view of Ste^^vers, 
"Mnltidimensional Scaling" (Steyvers). 

Steyvers fails to care the defects of the coinbiiialion of Pirim, Staaffer and 
Lee. Novvbere does Steyvers teach labeling events according to a sensor that 
detects an event and the time of the detection, summing the events into bins 
of a histogram associated with each sensor, or generating co-occun-ence 

matrices according to ""' " " , where / and,/ represent each possible 
pair of sensors. The Examiner is reminded that tlie values dy and Sij as used 
in claims 15 and 16 are defined in tlie claims and the Specification as inter- 
sensor distances (see claims 1 1 and 1, and paragraph [045]) and time offsets 
(see claim 1 and paragraph [047]) between sensors i and /. This is not 
importation of limitations from the specification to tlie claims as the values / 
and; are defined in claim 1 from which claims 15 and 16 depend. 

Applicant respectflilly requests tliat the Exam iner withdraw his rejection 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) of claims 15 and 16. 

It is believed that this application is now in condition for allowance. A 
notice to this effect is respectfully requested- Should further questions arise 
concerning this application, the Examiner is invited to call ApplicanLs 
attorney at tlie munber listed below. Please charge any shortage in fees due 
in connection with the filing of this paper to Deposit Account 50-0749. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

Mitsubishi Electric Research Laboratories, Inc. 

By 

/Ch'fton D, Miiellef/ 



Clifton D. Mueiier 
Attoniev for the Assignee 
Reg. No. 57,836 

201 Broadvvav. 8" Floor 
Cambndge>1A02!39 
Telephone: (6)7)621-751.7 
Customer No. 022 199 
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